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- “ABSTRACT _ T
’ ~ This paper repdorts on an investigation of the
evaluation of teaching and. research at Stanford University. in the
‘School of Humaniti€s and Sciences. It was found that professicnal
colleagues had far more influence.on organizational rewards and

3

- ™ penalties than did administrative superiors. Evaluations of research

had far more influence than did. evaluations of teaching. Sirte the

- faculty expended considérable effort ‘on teachihg,\many wanted a
better balance between effort and reward. .For ‘teaching, studernts were
infloential ‘evaluators, since teaching performances were more visible
to them, for research, colleagues in other -institutions were .
influential evajuators, since -the visibility of published. research
made—the—boundaries of the University permeable., Overall, for both.

* teaching anc¢ research, department colleagues and department, heads
were the most influential evaluators. Faculty.members® satisfaction
with the evaluation procees was positively ag@bciated~with the

- 'perceived dependence of their discipline on theory. Greater
deperiderice on theory in a ‘discipline was associated with more g
perceived agreement among evaluators, and more\agreenent'among

- " evaiuators was positively related to satisfactibn‘with the .evaluation
system. . (Author/HS) N . s . A f y . . .
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¢ ' . * " Introductory Statement : \ NG

~

‘ - - E L. . R ) ¢
-t The Center's mission is to improve teaching in Americay schools.. .
’ .o Too many teachers still employ a didactic style aimed at filling pas- ' .-

y - ; sive students with facts. The teacher's environment often ‘prevents ! - .
- - him from ‘changing his style, and may indeéd drive him ouf of the Ppro- ’ :
' fession. And the children of the poor typically suffer from the worst )
. . teaching. . 1 - N
. . ’ ,
. " The Center uses the resources of the behavioral sciences in pur- . ~
suing ites objectives. Drawing primarily upon psychology and sociology, - ™
" . but also upon other behavioral science disciplines, the Center has' . _
. ‘formulated programs.of research,\development, demonstration, and dis- ) ‘
semination in three areas. Program 1, Teaching Effectiveness, is now *
. developing a Model Teacher Traihing System that can be used to trainm . . ' .
- . both beginning -and ‘experienced teachers in effective, teaching skills. -
. Program 2, The Enviromment for Teaching, is developing models of school . x
) . organization and ways of evaluating teachers that will -encouragle teachers L 25
. °  to become mord professional and more committed. Program 3, Teaching * '
-Students from Low~Income Areas, is-development materials and procggures
for motivating both students and teachers in low-income schools. T .
] * < .
. . The, research reported here was~éondutted in associatign ﬁith the ’ *
studies of evaluation and authority within the Enviromment for Teaching
program. = - : . e N
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This paper reports an-investigation of the evaluation of teaching

»

. . and research. at Stanford. University in the School of Humanities and . 2 - .
' g Sciences. All the data were collected in 1968 from interxiews of a | )
. , - sample of 100 faculty, stratified by rank. ” _ : Y.

N ’ - It was found that in this professional bureaucracy, professional
' ) colleagues had' far more influence on organizational rewards and penal~
. o< ties than did administrative superiors. Evaluations of researchirby ?
. all evaluators combined--had far more influence than did evaluations
: . *of teaching. Since the faculty expended considerab}e effort on teaching,
. many wanted a better balance between effort and reward. For teaching; . .
f . L students were influential evaluators, since teaching performances were . A\
.- most visible to them. Information volunteered by the faculty“indicated N
8. . : that they were divided about the quality of student evaluations. For . *
T : research, colleagugs in-other institutiohs wer/,influential evaluators,
A, . N Since the visibility of - published reésearch pade the boundaries of the
. . University permeable. . Younger faculty, more mobile,‘emphasized ‘research
more than older faculty did. Overall, for both teaching and research, » -
department colleagues, including department heads, were the most influen-- - >
N ; tial evaluators. - . A )
. : ) FacuI»§ members satisfaction with the evalLation\process was posi-
tively assoc1ated1w1th "the perceived dependence of their-discipline on
.t theory: Greater dependence on theory in £%discipline was associated .
. ’ with more perceived agreement among evaluators; and more agreement among °
- evaluators was'positively related to satisfaction.with the evaluation
. system. . This finding appears to be the basis for :the -professional em- : '
phasis,on collegial evaluations, that is, evaluations based on a shared . )
o ; body of knowledge. i
) The ' sEudy reported here provides the baseline for a current study of
: the effectvof attempts made szirce 1968 to increase the' weight given to -

.-

teaching ‘at Staafoxd. - ‘ ; » .

.
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\\. ' THE EVALUAIION OF UNIVERSITY TEACHERS AN APPLICATION ' o /

I .
OF A THEORY OF EVALUATION AND AUTHORITY ) . .

#
N ’ 4

¢

Robert R. Hind _Sanford M. Dornbusch and' W Richard Scott

o sl

. SN ’ . .
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] . ’ .
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& -A theory-of evaluation and'authority first put forth in 1967 seeks
’ < Vs .. 'to.explan thi stabiIity and effectiveness of ~authority systems in or-
‘ganizations.” " Since then we have applied the thebry to Roman Catholic
\K 'L . . priests, interns and residents in hospitals,‘teachers in public schools .
. and alternative (free) schools, varsity football players, a physics re- :
- ; search group, ‘an’ electronics assembly line, the ‘staff of 2 student news- , '
3 N paper, and workers in a factory and a hospital in Nigeria. Thege empiri- -
cal ‘studies tested portlons of.theathegry and led to its reformulation.2
» . \“"This paper attempts to show how some aspects of the .theory apply to the TN
' » 7 processrby.which s university faculty is evaluated.3 Our empirical fipd-
ings also have ifipIications for directing change in a university.
L . ‘ Every organization is a‘power structuke oriented toward controlling -

.‘i_ . . : r

and‘coordinating actiVities. The' strué%ﬁre may be hiérarchical with |

P

control exercioed by bureaucratic superiors, or collegiak, with control ’ ’
& exercised by fellow profesSionals of approx1mately.equal rank. Our
' . . studies found :considerable variatien in contrel structures,'even among )

.- professional bureaucracies’. For Roman Catholic priests, the hierarchy
! ' Y t
‘ : ! . P S
N “ - Robert R. Hind,is*-Directorl Western Region, of the Academy for Educa- . .
- tional Development, Pald Alto, Sanford M. Dornbusch is Professor of -
. Sociolqu at Stanford and a Resexrch and Development Associate of the~Cen- .
- ) ,ter. W. Richard Scott is Chairman of the Department of Sociology at Stan- >~
" ford and a Research and Developmeﬁt Associate 6f the Center.

. - l
1W. Richard Scott{ Sanford M. Dornbusch; Bruce €. Busching, and James
D. Laing, "Organizational Evaluation and Authority,'*.Administrative . |

Science Quartérly, Vol. 12 (June l967), 93-117. ) Y -
» Ad - ’ . M
. 2Sanford M. Dornbusch\and W. Richard Scott; Evaluation and Authority )
(New York! McGraw-Hill, forthcoming). . . .
% . -

- 3Robert R. Hind *"Evaluation and Authority in a UniverSity.Faculty '
(unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,: Stanford University, 1968).
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assumes more importance as-.priests get older. Among pdblic‘school teach-
“ .

"ers, hierarchical controls are weak and collegial controls are almost

‘nonexistent. This paper presents evmdence that at Stanford University-— '

a professional bureaucracy-—colleglal control is much stronger than

Bureaucratic control. )
-\. " * ’ ’

., 3

. . - Research Procedures . L
. 4 2 -

5 The Sample - b

. »

In 1968 we interviewed a random sample (strat1f1ed by fank) of 100

faculty in the School of ﬂumanltles and - Sc*ences at” Stanford University.s

.
-

A school of this sort, often called the college of.arts{and sciences, is

. the core of most major American universities. The fields_represented by

these faculty members-were similar to those in the traditional 1iberal .
arts, college Since our data were~gathered, attempts have teen made at
Stanford to E:érease the emphasis on teaching in ‘the evalwation process.4
rhus, the results given in this paper may not dep1ct theH::—R situation
at Stanford. -

In aby case, this papér is not meant to-be descriptive., We hope our
results are abstract enough.to be'applicable to a wide variety of academic
institutionsﬂ qPr propositions and hypotlieses are intended to be genexn-
alizable. Therefore, it is. appropriate to state here some of Stanford's
characterlstlcs so that the skeptlcal reader can have 4 basis for limiting

°

the applicab111ty of our findings. ,

Stanford University is an 1ndependent, nondenominational unlver31ty
in %gnorthern California suburb. It has 12 000 students, about half under=-
graduate and half graduate students. Admission is. highly competitive.
About half of the 1,000 reguylar faculty are in the School of HumanitieSc .
and Sc1ences from which we drew our samplej} the .rest are 1n/élx graduate
and proresalonal schools. These figures vere very hearly ;he same in 1968..

1 . i R LY /

4A follow-up study of their relative success is under way.

1




Stanford was recognized as a good regional univer31ty from its found- .
ing 1nm1885, until the late 1940's. An aggre351ve central administration
, ‘then combined‘governnent research grants, gifts from prdvate donors, and
iactive recruitment of facult§ to construct one of the ﬂation's leading .
univer31t;es, w1th\a strong research and graduate training program. qu
a result of this recruitment apnd expansion, most of the £facdulty 1n our
sample had been at Stanford less than lO years, although a sizablé minor-
ity, 15 percent of our sample, had been at Stanford over 20 years. Younger
men: selected primarily for their fesearch dominated the faculty. The.or-
'ganization of the faculty was, and still is; strongly departiiental, w1th
(each department controlling its own instructional program. The central
administrations of’the University and of the School of Humanities ‘and . . N

. Sciences exercised their authority primarily through the al}ocation of . ®

[ 1 /

resources to the departments. , . . . ) T

) An analysis of the educational process- at Stanford helps to 1llustrate ..
> . the decentralization of power at research-oriented univer31ties, thé per- . ’
‘ meability of univer31t1es-—soc1al systems whose sets or 1nfluent1al eva-

luators may be far beyond the individual campus--andhthe difficultiﬁs of -
redressipg the imbalance betueen the_emphasis on research and”the emphasis

’ on teaghing,_ Clearly, s Stanford is close to one Sitreme oé university" . -
organization, in the United States; &et it is repres ntative'of some maior .
institutions. It can be used as a baseline for qomp risonlwith studies '

' - of other universities, colleges, and'junior'college .5 ' .

' - . R ,
o The Interview ) N - \ .

. . - ‘

' ' Each'professor 1n the sample was asked a series of questions(abogt , ?' -
the influence,of the evaluation of fout tasks in determining university » .
rewards, and the 1dent1ty and influence of ‘va iouS'evaluators. Since Stan-

N ford has an annual review of all salaries, with-no fixed scale for any rank
faculty members readily‘recognized that evaluations directly and indirectly

. affected the reward system. By contrast, the public elementary and/
. .

I3 ? -

o : 5Charles'E Bidwell, "The School as a Formal Organization in James

G..March, ed., Handbook of QOrganizations (Chica o: Rand McNa

+ 1965); Burton R Clark, The Open Door College (New York: McG aw-Hill27
1960) 3 Talcott Parsons and Gerald M. Platt "The American Acgdemic Pro-
fession“ (multilithed 1968)

. ’ ~
L]

-~ @
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secondary school teachers whom we §tudied had difficulty conceiving o{' : : :
. a system of rewards_that had minimal variability and that depended on ' ‘
1nfrequent :%luations based’ -on non-c.ommunicated criteria. Faculty mem- !
. N bers at. Stanford knew that they were -being evalugted and that evaluations . o
' : v ’ .mattered. | ot {’ - ’ . !
<T:/TF The questions‘were designed to elicit informatioh\about the individual _ ,ce
. . . oW .expgyiences and perceptions of respondents, not what they thought about -
: «+ institutional processes 1n generaif“ The list,of questions 'was repeated
’ . for each of the prlncipal tasks to which respondents attached'inportance.
' Where strong disparities or dissatisfactions were noted we probed for s
o further*details, noting these along w1th volunteered comments. o ‘ ) r
. ) All interviews were condgCted by the senior authorrgfgﬁhis paper, o
> . " who was then Staff Director of\ohe Study of Education .at Stanford. - The, A .

. _research reported here was, part of a program’ of self—study. Only five [

~

. - i i
. B | . faculty members, four, full professors and one associate professor; chose ' t
- Lo - 4
not<§o participate in jthe study, and they weqrxreplaced by alternates

also. selectéd randomly. The.noncooperating professors were not so*numer::\-/

we

Jeo * ous as to distort our results. Yhe 34 full professo;:Th33'associate

| O . . . professors, and .33 ass1stant professors were representative of ~their

qpnks in Lhe faculty oft. Humanities and Sciences. .
-, 5 Because the 1nterv1ewer held an adm1nistrative position 4 .the Uni-
)vers1ty, assurances ‘of comflete anonymity and conf1dentiality were con- R
',veyed in the letter 1nv1t1ng participation and 'in the oral introduction
to the 1nterview. We believe that these ass urénces were accepted, -and
. our 1mpress1on is supported by the large number’ of responses that: criti- .

7 cized adminiotratois and administrative procedure: - Ljv

. '
. . “« o -

.t‘} "‘// . - ' . . - N . .
) : Applying the Theory, - . o ’

. ( [ . . <& B “ 3 . Pl . * . .

. C - ) t\’?
. . The University as a Professional Bureaucracy . .
. .\ . 0 - .~ EN ) & . e - » . ';

. - In our theory, organizations are,d&fined as power strucfures in which -

. ; ‘ some paiticipants are given differential influence over organizational o )
. rewards and penaltles in order to control other participants. We believe o

thgi evaluatigns are necéssary, but not suff1c1ent,)for the control )

- 12
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8 - " . of behavior. WE distinguish between thé&subjectfve importance of an .
. . ] N}
¢« o <, evaluator or ‘gvaluatiornr and the 1nfluence of the evaluator on organiza— L

. tor tional rewardé and - penalties. >, )
B S 5 If participants care about organizational rewards ard penalties, )
' ' * °  then evaluators'who have more influenge.over their distritbution will be "jﬁ\\
~A, ; " “more 1mportant to participants thancziil evaluators who have less in- - ,j “
', fluence. - Similarly, evaluations that-,have more influence over the dis- o !
. "_ tribution of organizational revards and penalties ‘will be morelimportant
R to partitipants ‘than w1ll those that have less. Accordingly, to. the ex-~ ° %?
, — tent .that participants value organ zational rEWards, influential evalua-
. : tors and Valuations will be perce ived as, important by the people being
. ' . - @valuated: Not all 1mportant evaldators need be 1nfluéntial, however.~
‘ . Our parents;.oui'spouses, and our former teachers may be impbrtant to us
even though thby have no effect op what happens to %g within the .organi-
ﬁation. ’ - . - . oA Y )
.Therefore, given our pweyious researchcshowing that influential
, . . evaluators become important and that influential evaluations are deemed
1mportapt we concentrated in this study on the extept to which evalua-
" ' tors and evaluations influence the distribution of organizational rewards
~ and penalties. The bases ‘for influence nay be varied and the means of
exerting influence may ‘shift, but we are simply studying the end product.
the impact on the distribution of organizational rewards and penalties.,
/ By this simplification considerable detail is lost, but comparability e
- across studies and.metho Cological simplicity are gained.

Data were collected ‘on the evaluations of“four,facdlty tasks.
teachipg, research (or scholarship). university service, and ‘external
S " service. The last two tasks were not seen by the professors as having
, ~ much influence upon the distribution of universit)!fewards and penalties.
| . ‘. The evaluations of university serv1ce were perceived to be' "very influential"

- . ‘ ‘or "extrémely influential" by only eight percent of ‘the sample, ‘and éx-
ternal secrvice by' only three percent. When asked how much influence,
t e evaluations & these :two tasks should have,’ the faculty showed no desire
R I to raise their influence. We can, therefore’, sa ely oncentrate ori the
,3' eyaluation of.only tho tasks: teaching and research iWICh research .
are t‘hA

4 incliding what some faculty call scholarship). These _principal




. o - tasks of the Stanford faculty. Research was considered "very influential"
,' or extremely influential" in the reward system by 78 percent of the—fac- » o N

, ”7‘5 ulty, teaching by 20 percent. The: great emphasis on researohf of course, -
. ) ‘ -

provides a_ context‘for comparison with other institutions. .
. l Proféssionals are oriented toward con§591/hy standards .shared Q} M
N ) ¢ .

. ] N mémbers of t?eir own«occupational group he attach greater importance

‘e » . - ' v

. Cw to evaluatfons by their professTonal colleag es than to evaluations by non- ~ .
| | profess10nal$. Stanford’ Univerjity is a professional bureaucracy, and its )

structuré of influence emphaSizes collegial evaluations. We h pothesi7Ed

K thdt professional colleagues would<be the most influential evalyafors at :
- - : Stanford—-more influential~than s periors in\the administrative hierarchy ~—

Each pro essor was asked to/name those persons who, for each task
P

L/ " . 'made evaluations éhat might influehce University rewards. Bach professcr

|

. . . was shown the following list from which to select influential evaluators.

StudantSp C el . T ) ,

(Department head - SR . o

Department colleagues . o
Faculty members in othegﬂgepartments : ‘
Members of “the same discipline in’ other institutions

- Persons having a say-in government or foundation,grants i .
Other outsiders (pIease name) . b ¢
Dean of the f,chool and “his staff - . .
Appointmeht and Promotion Committee PN -
Other faculty committees (please name) . ’
Provost and his.staff Tt /

) President - . A . . <

J 13. Trustees N - - -

.
M -

- We then asked each professor how much each of his evaluators influéenced

*

)

+

o} -

- :-)
= . o
MHOW®NL S WM

the distfibution of- organizational rewards and penalties. Table 1 shows B
’d(\ T e ! the perceived influence of evaluators for %h “two principal tasks, with { o

”‘ , ? some groupings of ;evaluators who are JESS frequently considered influen— T ¢

o tial. Table 1 combines two kinds of influencé the influence of evalua—

. . ’ ’ tions of each task and the comparative'influenée of*groups of evaluator . 4

' ? : We have already noted ‘that .evaluations of research are far more likely ' .

'2; . to be "very influential” or extremely influenflal" than are evaluationg

of, teaching Therefore, no group of evaluators is likely tp be high in -,

E T

“influence when they are evaluating tba task of teaching. If we combine T

L%
the percentages labelled as "slightly infuential,\ "not at all influential,” o

- . \
- N rs s »
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. . T TABLE, 1 . .ot - R
\ - Y, ‘ .
' o " Perceived Influence of Evdluators ) A =
N L © (v = 100) ' N, \
. o ¢ R ’ " . - " s . .
. M i : * - ) | - 4‘;“ " \
r . /‘ ! . t ’ Y Y }. . N
‘ ao Extremely Very - - Moderately Slightly Nagbq: ‘All  Not \.. .
, I nfluential Influential “Influentdial Influentiall\Influential Name
. Teaching oo : , e 5 N ©
. . . . . j
o . N .., \ Y - B ‘l i
. 1..Students 6% . - 13% 177 2% o~ ., 5% 87%
. 2. Department ‘head ~ 17" ¢« 18 . 12 " b T k4
13 - - N ’ ! - oy
) 3} Dept, colleagues. 4 15 27 7, { J41
© 4: Other faculty . 0 . 1 ‘[‘/l T A 83
] 4 .
~ 5-7. Qutsiders . . 0 4 4 6 i 8y
) - 8. Bean and staff: 3 ) 7 12 9 2 78
"B .. 9. a7 &P Committee 2 1 0 3 -0 9%
R 10.' Other committees vt ‘ 100
‘ 11-13. ProvostSand above ° 1 o2 1 1 0 - “ 95
' ~ Research or i D ’ )
Scholarship « : - T . -
—_— LY -
.. 1. Students® - 0% . 0% 1% - 2 ' "2 94%
. 2. Department ‘head b 27 5° \ 2\ 2. 30
3. Dept. colleagues )33 - 28 - 12 A 9 v 3 18
h - ' - - B ' . : f 3 p
- 4: Other faculty . 0 - 2 - 9- 6 2. 81
_ 5. Collejgues at other 15 . " 25 22" 6 2 0 30
- ,,:‘ . institutions . T e « ©
.6. Grant makers A 3 T {8 0 80
‘ " 7. Other oytsiders 3 v 2 .1 z - 1 91
'8.rnean and staff * 7 15 ° 7 5 1 65
9/ A & b Commictee 7 4 ! 4. 1 83"
" 40. other committees. . i . . . P 100
11. Provost and staff P 5 6 . N A 1 ) 86
" 12-13. President, Trustees ' 0 -2, ‘1 2 " v 1 .95
' ’ /// . .
-~ - o~ -
’ [N r - e - . \
. ra *\x, .'\ o~
¢ . N » -
, » \ ] . ' - * - ’ L3 .\
-~ “ M ’ > . -~




‘or "not named" at all, we have the extent to which each group of evalua-
. tor, was considered low in ipfluence. For teaching as a task, the = - .

. majority jof the - facu/’y considered every evaluator low in 1nfluence. For

s

’ researchﬂ on the other hand, there’ were-three groups of evaluators who

-
. -~

/were not considered low in influence by the faculty. Therefore, when
: i
. ~3 we con31der the perceived influenceﬁof evaluators, we are logking only .

"a the relative influencETE?eva ators of eagh task.. *Evaluators of L. ‘ ) .
PN t

research in general hlave .more influence; yet we - can’léarn much from ’

.

komparing groups of evaluators with respect to the influence of their

evaluations of teaching as well ‘ e L.
The hata support the hypothes1s that profess1ona1 colleagues are - . ' o
" more influentigl than administrative superiors. Table 1 shows that many ’ S '-’ ‘{\‘
_more professors name éheir department colleagues as influentlal evaluators .:
than name any administrator in the School or Universityri.Adminisdrators '
other than the department head are hot only named less often, but they -~
“are also perceived as lower in influence -than department co1leagdes. For . T
example onlymten percent of the faculty saw the Dean and, his staff as
" "very iﬁfluential" or “extremely influential" evaluators for the task of - .
) téaching, .and only¢%2'percent saw the Dean and his staff«as very in- - b
- \flpential“‘or "entremely~influent1al" in the evaluation of research. ’ o
he department heads, department colleagues, and students were all per- .
ceived as having more 1pfluence~than the Dean fer the task of teachip
Eor research the department heads, department colleagues, and EEiI;Z§;;;\~
i at, other 1nst1tutions were: all\rated higher in influence by the faculty -
J_" than was the Dean. This lower influence of administrators is prohably
i related to the combination of two perceptions. that administrators do 4
.,7 not know what the appropriate evaluative\criteria arek and that faculty
., . performances are not v1sible to them ™ | ot ’ T
Table 1 also shows that the department head\\who‘is both colleague . -
and administrative superior, has a critical role. Hi% professional K ) t‘,v
- credentials serve to render his e evaluations acceptabl to hi;\\colleagues v

while”his bureaucratic office requires him to gather certain'kiﬁds of .

i ainformation about the work of his colleagues, attempt to exercise certain

\'* kinds of,controls over ‘them, and help to decide how rewards and penalties

8 . Lt . " - : ’ &3
M PO . K4
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are‘to be.allocated amoag them:. ~ It is the creation ofspecial roles such

as department head ‘that leads us to conclude with Etzioni that "a large
‘ Amount of control over professional performances has been transferred "

from the profesSional community to the professional organization.
.Since the faculty's- emphasis,on evaluations by professional colleagues .

- is central to this paper, we/examined the responses of faculty in the * ,
X . different ranks to see ﬁf theré was any major variation in thé percep-
¥ - tions of assistant professors, associate prpfessors, and full professors.
) - Assistant professors are rewardcd by tenure, promotion, and salary in- -
- S creases; associate professors‘are given promotions and salary increases,

, and full professors receive only salary increases. These differences in - °

¥ available sanctions had no impact on our findings.

7 i among evaluators was: identical for the three ranks.
partment heads, department colleagues, and students vere all perceived

i aslmore influential’ thah ‘the Dean for 'the evaluation of both teaching and

‘So,~despite the differences in rewards and penalties, faculty .

The patgern\of ianfluence

For each rank, de-

research.
members in each rank.agreed on the relatlvely low.1nfluence of even the

< s ’
S ol

most . 1nfluential administrator. S "

- . Lot
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Visibility and Permeabilit) .

‘. -
.;

’ © . Qur theory states that evaluations based on.greater visibility of |
performances and outcomes are more likely to.be considered soundly based

! ' by,the participant. In addition, participants will want evaluations to

. :-be soundly ‘based so. that their,performances can affect the evaluations.
’ ) We defined visibility as the frequency oé pr0portion of perf ances

»

L4
This gave us four measures

2
observed or outcomes reviewed by an evaluator.
7.
Each -

“of visibility in our studies.of nurses and puolic -school - teachers.
/
spegific medsute of visibility,of ‘work to an evaluator produced equiva-

lent results.. émong‘é%rses and teachers, each measure of visibility was ,

6/// ™ ) ) )
"Amitai Etztoni; A _Comparative Analysis of Comglex Organizations, .« v
(New York: Free Press .of Glencoe, 1961), p. 259.

ﬂ“

. -

7 Gwer Marram, Sanford M. Dornbusch, and W. Richard Secntt, ."The .

B ' Professionalism of Elementary School Teachers, Teaming, and the
Visibility of Teaching" (tentative title; article submitted for

“publication). . - -
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. - - strongly correlated with the nerceived-soundness of evaluations. The

s evaluarors to whom’ work was more visible were considered to have more

. soundly based evaluations, and their evaluations were considered more
important by thé nurses and teachers. The only_evaluators who were

high in influence and lower }n importance than would be expected vere

school superintendents and directors of nursing, to whom the work was .

not visible. : ) . .o o
. . We did not directly.collect data on visibility from the Stanford
-8 . faculty, but the impact of visibility is clear. Since Stanford is a
- . - professionai bureaucracy with the current eVAluative structure close to .
”53 /\édf;;‘ - -the preferences of the faculty, visibility affects the current system -
Ts of evaluation: Students, for example, were seen as-major evaluators “of -

teaching Students were ‘thHe most often named evaluators for teaching,
— T ey

Just behind’ the department head and tied with department colleagues in
% the reported 1nfluence of their evaluations. However, even this rela-

tively large perception(of student influence in-the evaluation of tea

- P ..

. actually underestimates student participation in the evaluation process.

In a university, teaching is often visible only to students. Therefore,

. students are the primary source'upon which other evaluators base‘their '
‘ Judgments of teaching. When they were asked the sources of information
u3ed by department heads and department colleagues in the evaluation of

. teaching, the faculty‘reported that students were the source of informa-

tion for 81 percent of “the departiment heads and 93 percent of the de-

- : -

partment colleagues. . .

o

Yet the high visibility of ,teaching performances -to students con-
flicts with the’ faculty's emphasis on evaluations by professional colleagues.
K Although visibility increases the likelihood of soupd evaluations by stu-
dents, their ignorance of professional standards reduces faith in their N
judgment. ‘Faculty member;'were dfvided on the:sdbject of students as .
good evaluators of teaching. We asked no specific questions about the
quality'of any of the evaluators; yet over -half of our sample commented
/ on it with regard to students. + Twenty-eight’percent volunteered comments

. which indicated that students w fe good evaluators of teachingh while al-

o

most an identical number, 29 p¢rcent, said that students were poor or
» )




’ i ‘ .
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.unreliable evaluators-of teaching. This finding is in sharp contrast to
- B . that of a relatedmstudy of nurses, and/teachers. Among'nurses and teachers,
\ ’ . - there is a very high correlation between the visibility of their R_;form—
ance to an evaluator and the desired influence of that evaluator. But

the ‘evaluators in these studies_were professionally trained nurses, head
Jurses, teachers, and principals. ~

. ‘ We defined organizatioﬂal evaluators as Lhose persons who influence

PN —— - "‘*‘r

the~distribution of. organizational rewards -and penalties. Organizational

/,///’//<l evaluators aeed not be within the traditional bounddries.of the organiza—

e tion. The greater ‘the visibility of task performances~or outc0mes to

‘ out81ders, the ‘more likely it is that the boundaries of the organiza—

tion will be permeable and that outside evaluators will influence the

distributioﬁ;of organizational rewards and oenalties: Research 'is visible

to colleagues at other institutions through the publication of results,

whereas teaching is mnot. ,Seventy’gércent of the faculty named colleagues
t

\ ' at-gother institutions as organizatiobnal evaluators of research and 40 per-

: cent saw these d‘stant colleagues as '"very influential" or 'extremely @
~  influential." , But since teaching is not highly visible to outsiders,

) the organization is less permeable with respect to the evaluation of
teaching Only 15 percent of the faculty named .any outsiders .as organiza-
tional evaluators of their teaching, and just rour percent saw them as_

. very inflyential® or extremely influential " If.the two sets of evalua- /
#- ns are combined, we find that 19 perce t oflall evaluators named

(for both research and teaching) were located outside the organization S,

~\‘\__‘~

whose ﬁewards -and penalties were being distributed. Yet these 19 percent\’\
were actually influencing the allocation of these sanctions. The per-
meability of the Univers ity reported for research is striking because we /
.7 are considering only influence on the distribution of® Stanford's rpwardsj
. not outside honors and awards. Outsiders' influence may be indirect, via

~
competing offers or reflected reputation within Stanford, but:it neverthe<

.. . -

less influences' Stanford's reward system. - L

.

-

-

§ . " Younger faculty were particularly li&ely—to emphasize those tasks—-
, research and scholarship——that would be most visible to ‘their colleagues

.o at other institutions. At Stanford, as at many colleges and universities,

-
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there had been much public'discussion'about,the relative inattention to
teaching among the faculty prior to our‘study. It was efpecied‘that
this shift in values would be reflected in more concérn abdut teaching
among younger professors. 'On the contrary, younger faculty.tended to

be morg mobile and to care more about participating in a national and

internatibnal job market. The visibility ©of research to other insti-

¢ tutions was so powekful force that the increased. emphasis pn teaching

was nowhere evident for younger faculty, if it eiisted at all. We *
examined our data to seée if this result was spurious. Howevery within
each rank, younger faculty emphasized research moré than older faculty
Younger professors appear to be emphasizing the task for which the or-
ganizational boundaries are most permeable. .
The permeability of the university to outsiﬁe evaluators is-also
illustrated by the 1nf1uence of the awarders of grants in the evaluation
of reseatrch. The influence é;)grant makers is.not very high, with only
eight percsnt of the faculty v1ewing them ag "extremely influential" or
"very ihfluential" evaluators of research. NeVertheless, the perceived
influencé of grant makers did vary with the amount of money received
by each’ department. For departhnts which received less than $l 000
per year per professor in grants, 92 percent assigned no influence t6 -

grant makers in the evaluation of research and none saw them as 'very"
L]

. or extremely 1nf1uEnt}al. For departments receiving fromc$1 000 to

$9 999 ‘per year per professor, 80 percent saw grant makers .as without
influence and only eight percent saw them as A§§h in influence.e For
departments that received Sl& 000 or more per year per professor in
research granﬁs, the proportion seeihg" gnant makers a3 hot influential
declined to 69 peréent and the proporéﬁon seeing them as "very"

or extremely influential rose to 17 percent Thus;/although the |
proportion who perceived grant makers as high in inﬁluénce was never
large, the amount of funds received by a department was direct]y related

to the perceived influence of grant makers in that department. -

‘%
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Dependence Upon a Botiy of Theory . * .

4 . .
,luators to satisfaction among faculty, and the next set of findings

It was ‘hypothesized that satisfaction with the evaluation propess :
would be related to perceiVed agreement among- evaluators; that is, if
evaluators are seen as agreeing,, the professor is less likely to be dis-
eatisfied with their evaluations. To measure -the extent of perceived (//
agreement we asked, ."How much .agreement "do you think thereﬁis among peo
ple in your .discipline in their evaluations of (task) done by their *
colleagues7" Somewhat surprisingly, agreement among evaluatofl as
perceived by the faculty was approximately equal for‘the tasks of ré-
search and teaching. fThere were only minor variationS’among fields, ex—
cept. for the arts, which tended. to be low in perceived agreement among
evaluators ‘for both teaching and research. There was also.a slight
tendency for faculty in the natural sciences. and. mathematics to per- .

ceive a higher level “of agreement among evaluators for research than

- .

‘for teaching. , ~ - .

2

Aé/analysis of the relationship between perceived agreement among

‘colleagues evaluationg of research agh satisfaction with evéiuations ’

by ‘those colleagues reveals a gamma of .59 between high agreement and
high satisfacq;on.' Eighty-three percent of those who perceived high eva-
Juator agreement among colleagues were high in satisfaction with evajha-

tions, compared with 56 percent of those who perceived low agreement ‘

among their colleaghes. o,

. /
Our theory views satisfaction as partially the product of perceived

agreement°among evaluators, but clearly an interp eration emphasizing ‘
cognitive consistency ‘would alsoxfit the data. Such a’ cognitive inter-
pretation would portray satisfied faculty as more likely to perceive
agreement. Our theor& specifies a direction.from agreement among eva-
N\
indicates some basis for this view.. .

‘Greenwood, among others, has noted that one of the criteria for a .

profession is its dependence on a bddy of the_ory.8 We therefore hypothe-

sized that, in a professional group, agreement among evaluators.would be

E£36st Greenwood, "Attributes of a Profession, Social Work, Vol. 2°

- (July 1957), 44-55. . .
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more likely when the discipline was perceiyed to be based uponva body of ,

. theory- &he body of thc- 7 would prov1de a common set of standards for .
dvaluation. i ’

To get-a measure’ of dependence upon- a body of theory, we asked .

"Some academic fields or disciplines are seen as strongly based on a T
systematic body of theory which serves as the basis for research.hypo—\.
theses and dominates teaching and scholarship. Other fields are less ‘3\
reliant dn a central bod?:if theory.‘ TS what extent does your own field. \\\
have-a central body of thebry to guide research, scholarship, and teach-

ing°" For the a7 respondents “who answered both questions, we obtained - g

a gamma of 45 relating high depeadence upon theory and high perceived ,

agreement among the evaluators of .thei} research. - Slxty—four percent

of, faculty\zho saw “their discipline as "extremely depehdent"sor very”

-

dependent" upon theory perce1ved high agreement among their evaluators.

Only 40 percent of tabse who felt their discipline had 4 low dependence . ’

~

upon theory perceived high agreement among their evaluators. Dependence -

upon theorx is moré prevalent in the matural and social 'sciences than in

the humanities. None of the natural scientists,\l7 percent of the mathe-

k;) matical scientists, and 29 percentlof the social scientists, saw their . o
field as "sIightly dependent" or "notrat all dependent" upon theory, ’ 2;
compared to 51 percent of the faculty in the hymanities, , * . ! ;
wll\satisfaction with the

&

4

r

‘From this finding, we predicted that overa
. evaluation prd/ess would be positively related. to pérceived dependence
upon theory wlthin a discipline. Since manf respondents gave-middle
responses, we trichotomized “the responses according to dependence upon
theory. Ve foupd that overall gatisfactioh with evaluations for those
proféssors in disciplines perceived to be'highly dependent upon theory *
was 60 percent; for thgse in disciplines with medium dependencé»upon
theory it was 52 percent; and for those.in disciplines with‘low depen- 7
‘dence upon theory it was 38 percent: These data support the.view that
satisfaction with the evaluation process-is related to perceived agree- '
ment among evaluators, which~is in turn-related tgﬁperceived dependence

This finding appears to be the basis for the

[ N

uponr collegial evaluations, that is, evaluations -

‘upon a body of theory.

professional emphasis

e

based upon a shared body of knowledge. %

] ] L
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+ sider their training vital aré oriented ‘to the e\\lu

. collegial control that is preSumed central for professionals.

. PR - N P

) N

" Our studies of nurses and public school teachers provide supporting
evidence for the relationship between .a shared body of knowledBe and .-
collegial control. ‘Teachers, who overwhelmingly consider "personality"
more importag; than training in producing a good teachexr, are reluctant

—’
to permit evaluations by colleagues to be influential. Nuyses, who con- -

Thus, it appears,that a shared body ¢f knowledge isfazgz}or basis for éhe

. S '
Effort and the Evaluation Process - . .

‘Wiéh: he

>
-
o . o L4 - R

It{has already 'béen arg sl that if participants cate about. organiza—

{'
‘tional rewards amd penalti then evaluations tha& have more influence

over the distribution:of organizational rewards and penalties will be

more importart to-participants than will those evaluations that have less .
° 1nfluence. "The data from our studqiof universiéy facg&ty partially support
and partially do not support, this proposition. The effect ofdthe organiza-

tion's reward strueture upon faculty effért is partly vitiated by the ,
internallzation of professional standafﬁs, which repain powerful.and 1in-
dependent of the evaluation-reward system. The Stag

hatJevaluatlons of researéh were far ‘more influential than evaluations
oﬂ teaching. Seventy-eight percent. saw evaluations of‘research as "very
in¥ruential" or "extremely ‘influential, Y compared to only 20 percent for

teaching Yet most of the faculty report that they spent more time on
1

- " thel\various foxas “of teaching than on research.  This ginding appéirs to

defy\the attempts of the evaluation system trol the allocation of

e ‘ .

. L7

efforg. Thusy the discrepancy does produce strain;andﬁa desirjffor better
balance.

resear ffort. A substantial majority of the faculty wanted to continue

mount of>time currently devoted to teaohing,‘with slightly more ‘-

9 / !
Marram, Dornbusch, and Scott, op. cit:

\ S

, . ‘ ) ,
¢ ~ ’ ' - )

tions of other nunses.9

ford faculty recognized
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wisring to reduce their teaching‘tine/than wishing to increase it. These
desired shifts in allocation of time/nould slightly'increase time-for re-
search and slightly reduce time for/teaching, a preferénce that would, on.
the average, produce a' somewhat better balance hetween effort and reward.

Second, the faculty waated to increasp ‘the. influence of evaluations
of teaching. Fifty-one percent,of the professors felt teacning should be

very influential" or # extremely influential," a marked increasi Yet ‘
an ven higher proportion, 67 percent thought résearcb should be "very" . )
\%\ "extremely" influential. Thus, although the percentage of faculty who

felt that teaching should be highly influential is more than double the

number who ‘now see it as high in.influence, the decline in the desﬂred
influence of research ‘Lls not so great«as to make teaching and research. o .
equal in influence. The faculty vieved research as the host_' fluential
task and believed.that’it should continue to be so. The desire for bal%«n
ance is .indicated, hgwever, by the strong desire to increase the influence
Of,evaluations of teaching Fifty-three percent of the faculty wanted to
.increase the influence.of teaching upon rewards, and only two percent - (j
wanted to éecrease it. Faculty nembers were seeking to balance their '
expenditures B effort with, the influence 4f their tazks upon revards.

Teaching seems to,have been internalized as part of -a professional
-conception of an appropriate professional rOle.» Despite this feeling of . \
professional respon31bility.ﬁ6r téaching, there was, as predicted, a
tendency among faculty membersvto spend more time.on tho e activities v
which were believed.to. benefit them most. Among those who saw teaching
as moderately‘" "very, or extremely" influential,,65 percent were above
the median on time spent teaching undergraduates and 77 percent were above
the median on time spent on graduate teaching. For those who'saw teaching

"slightly influential" or "not at all influential," only 43 percent
were above the median on time spent on undergraduate tdaching and 47 percent
above the median on time spent on graduate teachingg - . . )

The same pattern was found for reseaffch. Thosd who saw research as .
highly influential in the evaluation and reward system'yére e likely to

be above tﬁ% median in time spent on research compared to those' who saw

-



. ’ ) L
research as less influential the respective proportions are 63 percent
v
Y . and 40 percent. It again, there appears to be an interaction between

) "!professional responsibility, internalized standards for effort, and a

X3

tendency for faculty to be guided by their perception of relative reward.

.Implications for Changing the Evaluztion System ' ) -~ .

<

:ﬂd' . S He have argued that the University is a professional bureaucracy
i , ‘ whose evaluation“process is dominated by professional colleagues. Howa‘g
. N " then, could the University have an.evaluation system that differed mark-
edly from the &he desired by its faculty? «One might assume that the
.8 / . faculty and the central administration were in oppositipn with respect
‘ . to producing a more balanced evaluation process but that simply was not
true. The public statements and privame efforts of the administrators of
Stanford were, and are, directed towdrd ﬁncreasing the influence of
. evaluations of teaching. Thus, 1t appears that everyone wanted change, ‘
but waited for some ocher Agent to bring it about. 4 >

v

i J:' . ' The visibility of research.in a- national and international market
B / and the lack of visibility of teaching to persons outside the universiry
3 ) ) “were. probably:major factors in preserving the existing reward system,
B * Since Stanford faculty will continue to participaé%iin a broader sociaf
\<“// ) system than the Uniwersity, and since the University's boundaries for
It - . the egaluatién of research are permeable, the faculty and the administra- .
A ‘tion must take tﬂése realities into account in any future attemgts at
change. , But faculty dissatisfaction with the relative de—emphasis of
teaching"i'fﬁ-t-b.g,e\faluation system provided an opportunity to redress the 'f
\ - imbalance between effort and reward. - /
Even if the administration of the University presses ‘for change, the
. change itself must be carried‘out by the fatulty—-the faculty has the J
power to bring abhut a, change or thwart it. The evalyation-reward process
appears to be t‘ primary méans by whichtleadership gro ps in the admini-
) etration and>the faculty cah initiate change when the change is in.a
. - L direction approved - by a majority of the faculty. If faculty effort on
A ’ gny task is desirable, that task should receiVve appropriate emphasis in

the evaluation~reward systém. .
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8 Under the. auspices of the Dean of Undergraduate Studies, a nev of-
N ’
: , _ ot fic;r.al charged with improving some- aspects of faculty teaching, we Will
survey the Stanford faculty to examine the effecrrof recent attempts to -
\ *
. change the evaluatior\, system by increasing the weight given to teaching. *
v 8 -, The study reported here provides the baseline for the measurement of .
/ . change. 2 : B . ¢ . |
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